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PART  421— NONFERROUS  METALS  MAN¬ 
UFACTURING  POINT  SOURCE  CATE- 
"  GORY 

PRETREATMENT  STANDARDS  FOR 
EXISTING  SOURCES 

Interim  Rulemaking,  Secondary  Aluminum 
SmeRii^  and  Secondary  Copper  Sub- 
cat^^ories 

Notice  Is  hereby  given  that  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  for  existing  sources  set 
forth  In  interim  final  form  below  are 
promulgated  by  the  Environmental  Pro¬ 
tection  Agency  (EPA  or  Agency) .  On  Ap¬ 
ril  8,  1974,  EPA  pr(»nulgated  a  regula¬ 
tion  adding  Part  421  to  Chapter  40  of 
the  Code  of  Federal  Regulations  (39  FR 
12822) .  That  regulation  with  sutxsequent 
amendments  established  elBuent  limita¬ 
tions  and  guidelines  for  existing  sources 
and  standards  of  pertoimance  and  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  for  new  sources  ior 
the  nonferrous  metals  manufacturlDg 
point  source  category.  The  regulation  set 
forth  below  will  amend  40  CIR  Part 
421 — ^Nonferrous  Metals  Manufactur¬ 
ing  Point  Source  Category,  by  amending 
S  421.30  and  adding  i  421.34  to  the  sec- 
onary  aluminum  smelting  subcategory 
(Subpart  C) ,  and  amending  S  421.60  and 
adding  S  421.64  to  the  secondary  copper 
subcategory  (Subpart  F),  pursuant  to 
section  307  (b)  of  the  Federal  Water  Pol¬ 
lution  Control  Act,  as  amended  (33  U  JS.C. 
1251, 1316(b)  and  1317(b)  and  (c),  1251. 
1317(b),  86  Stat.  816  et  seq.;  Pub.  L.  92- 
500)  (the Act).  ' 

(a)  Legal  Authority.  Section  307(b)  of 
the  Act  requires  the  establishment  of 
pretreatment  standards  for  pollutants 
Introduced  Into  publicly  owned  treatment 
wo^  (POTW)  and  40  CFR  128  estab¬ 
lishes  that  the  Agency  will  propose  spe¬ 
cific  pretreatment  standards  at  the  time 
efBuent  limitations  are  established  for 
point  source  discharges.  Pretreatment 
standards  for  the  nonferrous  metals 
manufacturing  point  source  category 
were  proposed  on  April  8,  1974  (39  FR 
12822)  and  on  February  27, 1975  (40  FR 
8514).  Sectlcms  421.34  and  421.64  set 
forth  below  establish  pretreatment 
standards  for  existing  sources  within  the 
secondary  aluminum  smelting  subcate¬ 
gory  (Subpart  C)  and  the  secondary  cop¬ 
per  subcategory  (Subpart  F)  of  the  non- 
ferrous  metals  manufacturing  point 
source  category. 

(b)  Summary  and  Basis  of  Pretreat~ 
ment  Standard  for  Existing  Sources.  The 
regulation  set  forth  below  establishes 
pretreatment  standards  for  pollutants 
Introduced  to  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  from  existing  sources  within  the 
subparts  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a) 
above.  This  regulation  Is  Intended  to  Im¬ 
plement  the  concepts  of  the  general  reg¬ 
ulation  for  pretreatment  standards  for 
existing  sources  set  forth  In  40  CFR  Part 
128.  This  general  regulatl<m  was  pro¬ 
posed  July  19,  1973  (38  FR  19236) .  and 


published  In  final  form  on  Nov^ber  8, 
1973  (38  FR  30982). 

The  general  pretreatment  standard 
divides  pollutants  Into  two  broad  cate¬ 
gories:  ^compatible”  and  “Inoompatfl^**- 
Oompatible  pollutants  are  generally  not 
limited  by  specific  or  numerical  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards.  Incompatible  poDutants 
are  subject  to  pretreatment  standards  as 
provided  in  40  CTR  128.133.  The  amounts 
of  pollutants  which  woifid  Impede  tiie 
operaticm  of  a  publicly  owned  treatment 
works  are  prohibited  by  the  provisions  of 
40  CFR  128.131.  Additionally,  local  pre¬ 
treatment  requirements  may  apidy  pur¬ 
suant  to  section  307(b)  (4)  of  tiie  Act. 

The  general  pretreatment  r^ulatkm 
(40  CFR  Part  128)  described  above  and 
its  i^jpllcation  to  effluent  limitations  and 
standards  has  sometimes  caused  confu¬ 
sion.  In  order  to  correct  any  lack  of  clar¬ 
ity,  40  CFR  128  Is  set  aside  for  existing 
sources  within  the  subparts  set  forth  m 
paragraph  (a)  above.  In  its  place,  tiie 
specific  pretreatment  standards  appli¬ 
cable  to  each  subcategory  are  set  forth 
In  detail  below  as  the  pretreatment 
standards  for  that  subcategory.  This 
mechanism  wlU  dlmlnate  any  possSde 
confusion  as  to  the  materials  which  are 
limited  or  ccmtroDed  by  the  pretreatment 
standard  for  each  subcat^ory. 

A  supplemental  technical  study  was 
made  to  detennlne  the  levds  of  pretreat¬ 
ment  requirements  which  are  impropri¬ 
ate  considering  the  limitations  estab¬ 
lished  for  direct  dischargers  under  sec¬ 
tions  301  and  304  and  the  requirements 
of  section  307(b).  The  findings  of  this 
study  and  technical  rationale  for  tiie 
establishment  of  pretreatment  standards 
and  guidance  levels  are  summarized  in 
Appendix  A  to  this  preamble. 

The  reports  entitled  "Supplemental  for 
Pretreatment  to  the  Development  Docu¬ 
ment  for  the  Secondary  Aluminum  Seg¬ 
ment  of  the  Nonferrous  Metals  Manufac¬ 
turing  Point  Source  Cat^foiy’*  and 
"Suimlemental  for  Pretreatment  to  the 
Development  Dociiment  for  the  Second¬ 
ary  Copper  Segment  of  the  Nonferrous 
Metals  Manufacturing  Point  Source 
Category"  detail  the  additional  technical 
analysis  undertaken  In  support  of  the 
Interim  final  regulation  set  forth  herein 
and  are  available  for  Inspection  at  the 
EPA  Public  Information  Reference  Unit, 
Room  2922  (EPA  Ubrary),  Waterside 
Man.  401  M  St.,  S.W..  Washington,  D.C. 
20460,  at  an  EPA  Regional  offices  and  at 
State  water  poUutlon  control  offices.  A 
sitpplementary  anal3rsls  prepared  for 
EPA  of  the  possible  economic  effects  of 
the  regulation  is  also  avafiable  for  inspec¬ 
tion  at  these  locations.  Copies  of  these 
dociunents  are  being  sent  to  persons  or 
institutions  affected  by  the  reg\ilation 
or  who  have  placed  themselves  on  a  mafl- 
Ing  list  for  this  purpose  (see  EPA’s  Ad¬ 
vance  Notice  of  Public  Review  Proce¬ 
dures,  38  FR  21202,  August  6,  1973).  An 
additional  limited  ntimber  of  copies  of 
these  reports  are  available..  Persons 
wishing  to  obtain  a  copy  may  write  the 
Environmental  Protection  Agency,  F2Ba- 
ent  Guidelines  Division.  Washington. 
D.C.  20460,  Attention:  Distribution  Offi¬ 
cer,  WH-552. 


When  this  regulation  is  promulgated 
in  final  rather  than  interim  form,  re- 
Ylaed  copies  of  the  technical  documenta¬ 
tion  will  be  available  from  the  Superin¬ 
tendent  of  Documents,  Ctovemment 
Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.C.  20402. 
Copies  of  the  economic  analysis  docu- 
mtet  win  be  available  tluough  the  Na¬ 
tional  Technical  Information  Service, 
Springfield,  VA.  22151. 

(c)  Public  Participation.  Prior  to  this 
publication,  many  agencies  and  groups 
were  consulted  and  given  an  (^portunity 
to  partidpate  in  the  development  of  these 
standards.  As  a  resiilt  of  comments  re- 
edved  on  the  proposed  regulation  and 
upon  furtiier  consideration  by  the 
Agency,  additional  study  of  the  pretreat¬ 
ment  requirements  for  the  nonferrous 
metals  categmy  has  been  made.  Immedi¬ 
ately  prior  to  this  rulemaking  the  results 
of  this  study  were  circulated  for  addi¬ 
tional  comments  to  persons  known  to  be 
interested.  A  summary  of  public  partici¬ 
pation  in  this  rulemaking,  public  com¬ 
ments  and  the  Agency’s  response  and 
reconsideration  of  these  Is  contained  in 
Appendix  B  of  this  preamble. 

(d)  Economic  Impact  and  Inflationary 
Impact  Analysis.  The  economic  impact  is 
expected  to  be  minimal  for  the  secondary 
aluminum  subcategory.  No  price  increase 
Is  anticipated  for  this  subcategory  as  a 
result  of  the  regulations.  Additionally,  no 
plant  closures  or  production  curtailments 
are  antlelp>ated.  Total  Investment  cost  for 
this  siibcategory  is  estimated  at  $878,000 
while  total  annual  costs  are  put  at 
$353.(XK). 

Tte  Impact  of  these  regulations  is  ex¬ 
pected  to  be  small  for  the  secondary  cop¬ 
per  Industry.  No  price  Increase  is  pro¬ 
jected  as  the  regulation  Impacts  such  a 
small  portion  of  the  total  copper  mar¬ 
ket.  One  plant  is  listed  as  a  potential 
plant  closure  based  on  the  economic  eval¬ 
uation  of  the  effects  of  the  regulations  on 
the  proAtabUlty  of  all  the  plants.  Total 
investment  costs  for  this  subcategory  is 
estimated  at  $1,060,000  while  total 
annua]  costs  are  put  at  $507,000  per  year. 
Tte  economic  Impact  is  discvissed  in 
greater  detail  In  Appendix  A,  which 
also  cmitalns  the  Inflationary  impact 
analysis. 

The  Agency  was  subject  to  an  order  of 
the  United  States  District  Comt  for  the 
IMstrlct  of  Columbia  entered  In  Natural 
Resources  Defense  Council  v.  Train  et.  al. 
(Civ.  No.  2153-73,  7S-0172,  75-1698  and 
75-1267)  which  required  the  promulga- 
tiem  ot  pretreatment  standards  for  this 
industry  category  no  later  than  Octo¬ 
ber  15.  1976. 

It  has  not  been  practical  to  develop  and 
repubUsh  regulations  for  this  category  In 
proposed  form  and  to  provide  a  30  day 
comment  period  within  the  time  con¬ 
straints  imposed  by  the  comt  order  re¬ 
ferred  to  above.  Accordingly,  the  Agency 
has  determined  pursuant  to  5  UJS.C.  553 
(b)  that  notice  and  comment  on  the  In¬ 
terim  final  regulations  prior  to  prcxnul- 
gatiem  would  be  Impractical  and  contrary 
to  the  ptdriic  Interest.  Good  cause  is  also 
found  for  these  regulations  to  become 
effective  immediately  upon  publication. 

interested  persons  are  encouraged  to 
submit  written  comments.  Ckxnments 
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should  be  submitted  In  triplicate  to 
the  Environmental  Protection  Ag^cy, 
401  M  St^  8.W^  Washington.  D.C. 
20460,  Attentkm:  Distribution  Offi¬ 
cer,  WH-552.  Comments  on  all  a9>ect8 
oS  the  regulation  are  solicited.  In  the 
event  comments  are  In  the  nature  of  crit¬ 
icisms  as  to  the  adequacy  of  data  which 
are  available,  or  which  may  be  relied 
upon  by  the  Agency,  comments  should 
Identify  and.  if  possible,  provide  any  ad¬ 
ditional  data  which  may  be  avaflable  and 
should  Indicate  why  such  data  suggest 
amendment  or  modification  of  the  regu¬ 
lation.  In  the  event  cmnmmts  address 
the  approach  taken  by  the  Agency  in  es¬ 
tablishing  pretreatment  standards,  EPA 
solicits  suggestions  as  to  what  alternative 
i^proach  should  be  taken  and  why  and 
how  this  alternative  better  satisfies  the 
detailed  requirements  sectl(xi  307(b) 
of  the  Act. 

A  copy  of  all  public  comments  will  be 
available  for  inspection  and  copying  at 
the  EPA  Public  Information  Reference 
Unit,  Room  2922  (EPA  Library) ,  Water¬ 
side  Mall,  401  M  Street.  S.W„  Washing¬ 
ton.  D.C.  20460.  A  copy  of  the  technical 
stupes  and  economic  study  referred  to 
above,  and  certain  supplementary  mate¬ 
rials  will  be  maintained  at  this  location 
for  public  review  and  copying.  The  EPA 
information  reg\ilation,  40  CPR  Part  2, 
provides  that  a  reasonable  fee  may  be 
charged  for  copying. 

All  comments  received  on  or  before 
February  14,  1977  will  be  considered. 
Steps  previously  taken  by  the  Environ¬ 
mental  Protection  Agency  to  facilitate 
public  response  within  this  time  period 
are  outlln^  in  the  advance  notice  cmi- 
ceming  public  review  procedures  pub¬ 
lished  on  August  6.  1973  (38  FR  21202). 

In  consideration  of  the  forcing,  40 
CFR  Part  421  Is  hereby  amended  as  set 
forth  b^ow. 

Dated:  December  2,  1976. 

Russell  E.  Traik, 

Administrator. 

Part  421  is  amended  by  adding  Ap¬ 
pendix  A  and  B  at  the  end  thereof  to  res^ 
as  follows: 

Appendix  A — ^Technicai.  Sumiiaet  and  Basis 
'  roa  Regdijitionb 

This  Appendix  siuninarizes  the  basis  of  in¬ 
terim  final  pretreatment  standiurds  for  exist¬ 
ing  sources. 

(f)  General  methodology.  The  pretreat¬ 
ment  standards  set  forth  herein  were  devel¬ 
oped  in  the  f<Hlowlhg  manner.  The  point 
source  category  was  first  studied  tar  me  pur¬ 
pose  of  determining  whether  separate  stand¬ 
ards  are  appropriate  for  different  segments 
within  the  category.  This  analysis  Included 
a  determination  of  wheth^  differences  in 
raw  material  used,  product  produced,  manu¬ 
facturing  process  employed,  age,  size,  waste 
water  constituents  and  other  factors  require 
development  of  separate  standards  for  differ¬ 
ent  segments  of  the  point  source  category. 
The  raw  waste  characteristics  for  each  such 
segment  were  then  identified.  This  Included 
an  analysis  of  the  source,  fiow  and  volume  of 
water  used  in  the  process  nnployed.  the 
sources  of  waste  and  waste  waters  in  the 
operation  and  the  constituents  of  all  waste 
water.  The  compatlblUty  of  each  raw  waste 
characteristic  with  municipal  treatment 
works  was  then  considered.  The  constituents 
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of  the  waste  waters  which  should  be  subject 
to  effluent  limitations  were  identUled. 

Tlie  control  and  treatment  techiKdogtae 
existing  within  each  segment  were  identifled. 
This  included  an  identification  of  each  dis¬ 
tinct  control  and  treatment  technology,  in¬ 
cluding  both  in-plant  and  end-of-imxseas 
technol(^es.  which  is  existent  or  capable  ot 
being  designed  for  each  segment.  It  also  in¬ 
cluded  an  identification  of,  in  terms  o€  the 
amoimt  of  constituents  and  the  chemical, 
physical,  and  biological  characteristics  of 
pollutants,  the  effluent  level  resiiltlng  from 
the  application  of  each  of  the  technologies. 
The  problems,  limitations  and  reliability  of 
each  treatment  and  control  technology  were 
also  identified.  In  addition,  the  nonwater 
quality  environmentai  impact,  such  as  the 
effects  of  the  application  of  such  technolo¬ 
gies  upon  other  pollution  problems,  includ¬ 
ing  air,  solid  waste,  noise  and  radiation  were 
identified.  The  energy  requirements  of  each 
control  and  treatment  technology  were  de¬ 
termined  as  well  as  the  cost  cff  the  ai^llcation 
of  such  techntdogles. 

The  Information,  as  outlined  above,  was 
then  evaluated  In  order  to  determine  what 
levels  of  technology  reflected  the  iqiplicatlon 
of  the  beet  practicable  pretreatment  tech¬ 
nologies.  In  identifying  such  technologies, 
various  factors  were  considered.  These  in¬ 
cluded  the  yotal  cost  of  application  of  tech¬ 
nology.  the  age  of  equipment  and  facilities 
Involved,  the  process  employed,  the  engineer¬ 
ing  aspects  of  the  application  of  various  types 
of  control  techniques,  process  changes,  non¬ 
water  quality  environmental  Impact  (includ¬ 
ing  energy  requirements)  and  other  factors. 

The  data  upon  which  the  above  analysis 
was  performed  included  EPA  permit  applica¬ 
tions,  EPA  sampling  and  Inspections,  con¬ 
sultant  reports,  and  industry  submissions. 

(2)  Summary  of  concliuiont  with  respect 
to  the  secondary  aluminum  smelting  sub- 
category  (Subpart  C)  and  the  secondary  cop¬ 
per  subcategory  (Subpart  F)  of  the  nonfer- 
rous  metals  manufacturing  point  source  cate¬ 
gory. 

(i)  Categorization.  Tar  the  purpose  of  es- 
talHlshing  pretreatment  standards,  secondary 
aluminum  and  secondary  copper  were  each 
considered  to  be  a  single  subcat^csy.  Factors 
such  as  type  of  product,  raw  waste  load,  type 
at  manufacturl^  process,  and  treatability  ot 
wastewaters  were  considered  in  these  deter¬ 
minations.  In  gmerai,  the  largest  contribut¬ 
ing  factors  were  the  manufacturing  opera¬ 
tions  and  the  treatability  of  wastewaters 
therefrom. 

Although  pretreatment  standards  have 
been  previously  proposed  for  the  bauxite  re¬ 
fining,  primary  aluminum  smelting,  primary 
copp&r,  primary  lead  and  primary  sine  sub- 
categori^  these  subcateg<srles  were  not  in¬ 
cluded  in  this  rulemaking  because  very  few, 
if  any,  ot  the  plants  in  these  Industries  are 
known  to  discharge  to  municipal  treatment 
plants. 

(ii)  Waste  characteristics,  (a)  Secondary 
aluminum.  The  known  significant  wastewater 
pollutants  and  pollutant  prc^jiertles  resulting 
from  secondary  aluminum  smelting  include 
pH,  total  suspended  stfilds,  COD.  aluminvim, 
zinc,  copper,  cadmliun,  chloride,  ammonia, 
and  oil  and  grease.  ' 

(b)  Secondary 'copper.  The  known  signifi¬ 
cant  wastewater  pollutants  and  pollutant 
properties  resulting  from  secondary  copper 
smelting  and  refining  include  pH.  total  sus¬ 
pended  solids,  COD,  copper,  lead,  zinc,  cad¬ 
mium,  selenium,  boron,  and  oil  and  grease. 

(ill)  Origins  of  wastewater  pollutants,  (a) 
Secondary  aluminum.  Wastewaters  are  gen¬ 
erated  in  metal  cooling,  demagglng  and  resi¬ 
due  milling.  Metal  cooling  involves  the  di¬ 
rect  contact  of  water  on  molten  or  semi-mol¬ 
ten  aluminum  after  casting  into  ingots. 
Wastewaters  from  this  operation  contain  oil 
and  grease,  COD,  suspended  solids,  snudl  con- 
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centratlons  of  metals  induding  aluminum 
and  are  slightly  acid.  The  parameter  vdiieh 
has  been  selected  for  the  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  is  on  and  grease.  Other  parameters  were 
rejected  because  either  they  were  removable 
in  publicly  owned  treatment  arorks  (POTW) 
or  they  are  present  at  relatively  low  levels. 

Wastewaters  from  demagglng  are  generated 
by  the  removal  of  magnesium  from  molten 
aluminum  with  chlorine  or  aluminum  fluo¬ 
ride  and  are  derived  from  the  scrubber  which 
deans  the  furnace  off-gas.  The  wastewaters 
contain  large  amounts  of  chloride  and  lesser 
amounts  of  aluminum,  suspended  solids,  cop¬ 
per,  zinc  and  cadmium  and  are  generally  very 
acidic.  Chloride  was  not  selected  as  a  pollu¬ 
tant  parameter  because  it  is  not  removable 
by  relatively  Inexpensive  technologies.  Ad¬ 
ditionally,  copper,  zinc  and  cadmium  were 
not  selected  as  pollutant  parameters  for  this 
subcategory  because  significant  ccmcentra- 
tions  of  these  constituents  were  not  found 
frequently  enough  to  warrant  limitations. 
Plant  data  suggest  that  zinc  and  cadmium 
may  be  occasionally  present  at  significant 
levels.  Cadmium  is  an  extremely  toxic  mate¬ 
rial  which  is  nonbenefleial  and  nonessential. 
It  is  deposited  and  accumulated  in  various 
body  tissues  and  is  found  in  varying  concen¬ 
trations  throughout  all  areas  where  people 
live.  Increased  Industrial  production  and  use 
of  this  material  during  the  past  two  decades 
has  been  accompanied  by  incidences  of  acute 
cases  of  clinically  identifiable  cadmlosls.  Fur¬ 
ther,  cadmium  is  known  to  upset  POTW  op¬ 
eration  at  concentrations  of  1  mg/1  and  above 
and  has  been  found  to  pass  through  POTW 
with  little  or  no  removal.  Cadmium  was 
found  at  average  levels  of  1.82,  0.3,  0.18,*  0.076 
and  0.060  at  the  five  plants  in  the  secondary 
aluminum  industry  which  were  tested,  in¬ 
cluding  both  Indirect  and  direct  dischargers. 
The  highest  concentration  was  fotmd  at  the 
plant  whicfii  also  had  the  highest  concentra¬ 
tion  of  zinc.  Although  five  of  the  eight  sam¬ 
ples  taken  at  this  plant  showed  cadmium 
'  concentrations  greater  than  1.0  mg/1,  none  of 
the  other  plants  exhibited  concentrations  of 
this  magnitude  in  their  individual  samples. 
Dissolved  zinc  is  generally  not  susceptible  to 
treatment  by  biological  treatoient  processes 
at  POTW.  In  slug  doses,  and  partk^arly  in 
the  presence  of  copper,  dissolved  zinc  can 
Interfere  with  or  seriously  disrupt  the  opera¬ 
tion  of  POTW  using  biological  processes  by 
reducing  overall  removal  efficiencies,  largely 
as  a  result  of  tiie  toxicity  of  the  metal  to 
biological  organisms.  The  average  total  zinc 
concentrations  found  at  the  five  plants  were 
38.7,  12.0,  3.58,  2.38  and  0.952  mg/1. 

Although  these  lev^  are  8<nnewbat  ele¬ 
vated.  only  two  of  the  plants  showed  total 
zinc  concentrations  greater  than  10,  and  one 
plant  was  just  marginally  over  that  concen- 
tratlcm.  Additionally,  the  dissolved  portion  of 
the  total  metal  analysis  is  the  deleterious 
part,  and  at  a  pH  around  9,  most  of  the 
metal  Is  in  the  suspended  term.  Because 
these  metals  were  only  found  at  one  single 
plant  in  very  significant  quantities  and  be¬ 
cause  the  data  indicates  low  flow  levels  (l.e., 
25  gpm)  from  demagglng  operations,  it  was 
the  Judgment  ot  the  Agency  that  pretreat- 
ment  limitations  for  these  metal^  was  not 
justified  tor  all  the  plants  in  the  industry. 
Therefore,  guidance  limitations  are  suggested 
in  lieu  of  pretreatment  standards  for  these 
metals.  In  view  of  the  demonstrated  health 
hazards  and  effects  on  POTW.  a  cadmium 
limitation  of  0.2  mg/1  (30  day  average)  and 
0.4  mg/1  (dally  maximum)  and  a  zinc  limi¬ 
tation  of  2.5  mg/1  (monthly  average)  and 
5  mg/1  (dally  maximum)  is  recommended  as 
guidance  for  the  purpose  of  assisting  local 
authorities  in  carrying  out  programs  of  this 
type.  The  technefiogy  for  achieving  these 
limitations  as  well  as  the  supporting  data  is 
detailed  in  the  Supplemental  for  Pretreat¬ 
ment  to  the  Development  Document  for  the 
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Secondary  Aluminum  Segment  of  the  Non- 
ferrous  Metals  Manufacturing  Point  Source 
Category.  A  pH  range  was  established  for  this 
Eubcategory  tar  the  purpose  of  limiting  the 
concentrations  of  dissolved  alumln\im. 

Wastewaters  from  residue  milling  are  gen¬ 
erated  when  the  slags,  drosses  or  other  resi¬ 
dues  are  milled  to  recover  aluminum.  The 
exact  type  of  waste  is  somewhat  dependent 
upon  the  type  of  residue  being  processed. 
Certain  types  of  icsldues  contain  aluminum 
nitrides  and  when  processed,  these  create 
ammonia  in  the  wastewater.  Chloride,  sus¬ 
pended  solids,  aluminum  and  oil  may  also 
be  present.  The  pH  is  generally  alkaline.  The 
suspended  solids  levels  are  generally  so  high 
that  plants  have  to  employ  some  smrt  of  set¬ 
tling  (akin  to  scale  pits  In  the  steel  Industry) 
so  that  sewer  pipes  do  not-plug  up.  Chloride 
is  not  removable  by  relatively  Inexpensive 
technologies.  Oil  Is  compatible  with  POTW 
at  the  low  concentrations  found  here.  Alumi¬ 
num  was  found  to  be  present  at  low  concen¬ 
trations.  Anunonia  was  selected  as  a  param¬ 
eter.  Although  anunonia  may  not  cause 
Interference  with  POTW  operation  when 
present  In  small  quantities,  excess  concen¬ 
trations  will  disrupt  POTW  operation,  caus¬ 
ing  reduced  BOD  removal. 

(b)  Secondary  copper.  In  the  secondary 
copper  Industry,  waste  water  Is  generated 
principally  from  four  operations:  cooling  of 
mcdten  unalloyed  or  alloyed  copper,  slag 
quenching  and  granulation,  fwnace  exhaust 
scrubbing,  and  electrolytic  refining.  A  fifth 
operation,  slag  milling  and  classification, 
generates  a  process  waste  water  stream  at 
some  secondary  copper  smelters,  but  this 
operation  was  not  formd  at  any  of  those 
plants  which  Introduce  pollutants  to  POTW. 
Each  of  these  streams  Is  an  Integral  part  of 
the  total  water  usage  at  a  given  plant,  al¬ 
though  each  operation  may  not  be  performed 
at  every  plant.  Water  Is  consumed  In  these 
(^>eratlons  by  evaporatlcm  and/or  by  removal 
of  sludges. 

Waste  waters  from  each  of  these  (^rations 
contain  certain  metals  at  relatively  high 
levels,  usually  cc^per,  cadmium,  zinc,  and 
lead.  Oil  and  grease  used  as  lubricants  in 
the  process  Is  found  In  trace  amounts,  as  Is 
boron,  which  la  derived  from  the  buz  used 
In  furnace  (^)eratlons.  Traces  of  chromium 
and  mercury  also  appear.  Each  of  these 
parameters,  particularly  copper,  cadmium, 
zinc,  and  lead,  were  found  to  pose  a  threat 
to  the  <^ratlon  of  POTW,  to  pass  through 
POTW,  or  to  plants  grown  on  soil  treated 
with  sludge  from  POTW.  The  pH  of  the 
wastewater  was  found  to  depend  upon  the 
type  of  operation  producing  the  stream.  Some 
metal  cocking  operations  and  all  electrolyUc 
(^>eratlons  produce  addle  streams,  but  It  was 
found  that  most  streams  are  slightly  alkaline. 
Streams  from  slag  granulation  operations 
were  found  to  be  near  the  optlmiun  pH  for 
metals  removal. 

(io)  Treatment  and  control  technology. 
Wastewater  treatment  and  contrd  technol¬ 
ogies  have  been  studied  for  these  Industries 
to  determine  what  Is  the  best  practicable 
pretreatment  technology. 

The  following  discussions  of  treatment 
techndogles  provide  the  bases  tor  the  pre¬ 
treatment  standards.  These  discussions  do 
not  preclude  the  selection  of  other  waste- 
water  treatment  alternatives  which  provide 
equivalent  or  better  levels  of  treatment. 

(a)  Secondary  aluminum.  Present  treat¬ 
ment  technologies  employed  for  metal  cool¬ 
ing  wastewater  Include  settling  and  grease 
traps.  While  these  may  assist  in  removing  the 
oil,  better  removals  would  be  attained  with 
oil  skimmers  and  this  Is  the  best  practicable 
pretreatment  technology.  Oil  skimmers  have 
been  thoroughly  demonstrated  to  reduce  oil 
concentrations  to  lees  than  10  mg/1,  far  less 
than  the  limitation  established  here. 


Present  treatment  technologies  employed 
for  demagglng  scrubber  wastewater  are  pH 
adjustment.  In  some  cases,  this  neutraliza¬ 
tion  may  be  performed  in  66-gallon  druna. 
Eecause  of  the  need  for  precipitation  of  dis¬ 
solved  aluminum,  the  best  practicable  pre¬ 
treatment  techne^ogy  is  pH  adjustment  to 
a  range  of  from  6.0  to  10.0.  While  there  are 
other  methods  available  to  the  indxistry  for 
demagglng  which  result  In  no  wastewaters 
being  generated,  these  would  not  constitute 
a  pretreatment  technology.  Two  Items  must 
be  emphasized  here — fairly  precise  pH  con¬ 
trol  and  avoidance  of  the  use  of  waste  caus¬ 
tic.  Reasonably  precise  pH  control  can  be 
attained  In  very  small  operations  by  the  use 
of  more  accurate  pH  papers,  some  of  which 
show  increments  as  small  as  0.3  of  a  pH 
iinlt.  While  waste  caustic  may  be  less  expen¬ 
sive  than  “new”  caustic,  it  may  also  contain 
metals  which  are  undesirable. 

Present  pretreatment  technology  for  resi¬ 
due  milling  wastewaters  are  settling,  as  dis¬ 
cussed  prevloxisly.  The  best  practici^le  pre¬ 
treatment  technology  is  pH  adjustment  and 
ammonia  stripping.  If  necessary.  Use  of  an 
alkaline  milling  water  Utrgely  prevents  the 
generation  of  ammonia,  but  not  completely. 
Stripping  adds  considerably  to  the  cost  of 
meeting  the  pretreatment  standards  for  the 
secondary  aluminum  industry.  If  the  nltrlde- 
containlng  residues  are  infrequently  proc¬ 
essed,  so  that  high  concentrations  of  am¬ 
monia  are  only  occasionally  present.  It  may 
be  possible  to  employ  equalization  of  the 
residue  milling  wastewater  and  thereby  meet 
the  concentration  limitation. 

(b)  Secondary  copper.  Existing  control 
technology,  widely  practiced  by  the  Industry 
tor  economic  reasons,  primarily  consists  of 
in-plant  reuse  and  recycle  of  process  waste 
waters.  Of  the  forty-six  currently  operating 
secondary  copper  smelters,  seventeen  do  not 
discharge  process  waste  waters  by  virtue  of 
this  technology.  Nearly  all  smelters,  includ- 
Ing  the  seventeen  discharging  to  POTW. 
practice  some  degree  of  recycle  and  reuse  of 
process  wastewaters. 

Seventeen  plants  In  the  Industry  discharge 
their  wastewaters  to  municipal  sewer  sys¬ 
tems.  None  of  these  plants  had  any  end-of- 
plpe  treatment  facility  that  could  be  consid¬ 
ered  to  be  ezenq>lary.  Well-<^rated  pH  ad¬ 
justing  and  settling  facilities  were  Identlfted 
elsewhere  in  the  secondary  eopper  Industry 
and  In  other  metals  Industrlee,  which  pro¬ 
vided  the  basis  fbr  the  best  practicable  pre¬ 
treatment  technology. 

The  best  practicable  pretreatment  tech¬ 
nology  for  waste  water  from  contact  metal 
cooling  and  quenching  operations  is  adjrist- 
Ing  the  pH,  if  neosasary,  to  between  8  and  10. 
and  settling.  This  technology  can  be  iq>plled 
to  the  Individual  stream  or  It  may  be  applied 
as  part  of  the  combined  process  waste  water 
treatment.  Periodic  removal,  dewatering,  and 
disposal  of  sludge  from  settling  basins  or 
tanks  will  be  necessary.  If  a  charcoed  cover  is 
used,  sludge  removal  requirements  will  be 
significantly  Increased. 

The  best  practicable  pretreatment  tech¬ 
nology  for  waste  water  from  slag  quenching 
and  granulation  is  settling  to  reduce  sus¬ 
pended  solids.  The  pH  should  be  adjusted.  If 
necessary,  to  between  8  and  10  before  solids 
removal.  This  technology  can  be  applied  to 
the  specific  stream  or  as  part  of  the  com¬ 
bined  process  waste  water  treatment  before 
reuse  or  recycle.  An  alternative  control 
method  applicable  to  waste  water  from  the 
quenching  of  cc^per-rich  slag  is  to  air  cool 
the  molten  slag  in  pots  and  employ  me¬ 
chanical  size  reduction  for  handling  and  sub¬ 
sequent  recovery  of  the  contained  metal 
content. 

The  best  practicable  pretreatment  technol¬ 
ogy  for  waste  wat«:  from  fums^  exhaust 
scrubbing  Is  pH  adjustment,  if  necessary. 


to  between  8  and  10  and  the  removal  of  solids 
by  settling.  This  technology  Is  usually  ap¬ 
plied  to  the  specific  stream  and  kq)t  separate 
from  the  combined  process  waste  waters,  al¬ 
though  this  may  be  accomplished  as  part  of 
combined  process  waste  water  treatment. 

The  best  practicable  pretreatment  tech¬ 
nology  for  waste  water  from  electrolytic  re¬ 
fining  is  the  removal  of  copper  by  cementa¬ 
tion  with  iron  metal,  followed  by  lime 
neutralization  to  a  pH  between  8  and  10  and 
settling  of  the  waste  stream  to  remove 
solids. 

It  is  emphasized  that  in-plant  measures  to 
recycle  and  reuse  process  waste  to  minimize 
discharges  to  municipal  treatment  works  are 
included  as  part  of  the  recommended  pre¬ 
treatment  technology. 

Solid  waste  con^l  mrist  be  considered 
The  best  pretreatment  technologies  as  known 
today,  require  disposal  of  the  pollutants  re¬ 
moved  from  waste  waters  in  the  form  of  solid 
wastes  and  liquid  concentrates.  In  most  cases 
these  are  nonhazardous  substances  requiring 
only  minimal  custodial  care.  However,  some 
conetltuents  may  be  hazardous  and  may  re¬ 
quire  special  consideration.  In  order  to  insure 
long-term  protection  of  the  environment 
from  these  hazardous  or  harmful  constitu¬ 
ents,  special  consideration  of  disposal  sites 
must  be  made.  All  landfill  sites  where  such 
hazardous  wastes  are  disposed  should  be 
selected  so  as  to  prevent  horizontal  and  verti¬ 
cal  migration  of  these  contaminants  to 
ground  or  surface  waters.  In  cases  where 
gecdc^c  conditions  may  not  reasonably  en¬ 
sure  this,  adequate  legal  and  mechanical  pre¬ 
cautions  (e.g.  Impervious  liners)  should  be 
taken  to  enstire  long  term  prote^lon  to  the 
environment  from  hazardous  mat«lals. 
Where  appropriate,  the  location  of  solid  haz¬ 
ardous  materials  disposal  sites  Should  be 
permanently  recorded  In  the  appropriate 
office  of  legal  Jurisdiction. 

(o)  Cost  estimates  for  control  of  toaste 
water  pollutants.  Cost  information  was  ob¬ 
tained  directly  from  Indtistry,  engineering 
firms,  equ^ment  suppliers,  government 
sources  and  available  literature.  Costs  are 
based  on  actual  Industry  Installations  or  en¬ 
gineering  estimates  for  projected  facilities  as 
supplied  by  contributing  con^MUiles.  In  the 
absence  of  such  Information,  cost  estimates 
have  been  developed  from  either  plant-sup¬ 
plied  costs  for  similar  waste  treatment  in¬ 
stallations  at  plants  making  similar  products 
or  general  cost  estimates  for  treatment 
technology. 

(Vi)  Energy  requirements  and  nonwater 
quality  environmental  impacts.  The  major 
nonwater  quality  consideration  which  may 
be  associated  with  the  recommended  pre¬ 
treatment  technologies  Is  the  generation  of 
metals-bearlng  solid  wastes  from  pH  ad¬ 
justment  and  settling  facilities.  In  some  cases 
these  wastes  can  be  reprocessed  to  recover 
metals  values,  but  In  most  cases  these  wastes 
will  be  landfilled. 

Other  nonwaiter  quality  aspects.  Including 
energy,  xwlse,  and  air  pollution,  will  not  be 
Iierceptlhly  affected  with  one  exception.  In 
secondary  aluminxim  plants  whne  residue 
miiiing  i8  performed,  use  of  the  recommended 
pretreatment  technology  of  ammonia  strip¬ 
ping  may  cause  some  air  quality  deterioration 
In  the  immediate  area,  ^wever,  because  of 
the  small  quantities  treated  and- removed, 
this  Is  expected  to  be  Insignificant.  Equip¬ 
ment  associated  with  In-process  or  end-of- 
pipe  control  systems  would  have  minimal 
In^yact  on  the  non-water  quality  aspects. 

(vii)  Economic  impact  analysis.  This  sec. 
tlon  summarizes  the  economic  and  Infiatlon- 
ary  impacts  of  the  pretreatment  standards 
tor  the  secondary  copper  and  aluminum  sub¬ 
categories  of  nonferroiw  metals  manufactur¬ 
ing  point  source  category. 
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Executive  Order  11821  (November  27, 1974) 
requires  that  major  proposals  for  leglslatloii 
and  promulgation  of  regulations  and  rules  by 
Agencies  of  the  executive  branch  be  aocom- 
panled  by  a  statement  certifying  that  the 
inflationary  Impact  of  the  proposal  has  been 
evaluated.  The  Administrator  has  directed 
that  all  regulatory  actions  which  are  likely  to 
exceed  any  of  the  following  four  criteria  will 
require  certification. 

1.  Additional  national  annualized  costs  of 
compliance,  including  capital  charges  (inter¬ 
est  and  depreciation),  will  total  $100  million 
within  any  calendar  year  by  the  attainment 
date,  if  applicable,  or  within  live  years  of 
implementation. 

2.  Total  additional  cost  of  production  of 
any  major  product  is  more  than  5  percent  of 
the  selling  price  of  the  product. 

3.  Net  national  energy  consumption  will  be 
increased  by  the  equivalent  of  25,000  barrels 
of  oil  a  day  (equal  to  50  trillion  BTU  per  year 
or  5  billion  kilowatt-hours  per  year). 

4.  Additional  annual  demands  are  created 
or  annual  supply  is  decreased  by  more  than 
3  percent  for  any  of  the  following  materials 
by  the  attcUnment  date,  if  iq>pllcable,  or  with¬ 
in  flve  years  of  Implementation;  plate  steel, 
tubular  steel,  stainless  steel,  scrap  steel,  alu¬ 
minum,  C(^per,  manganese,  magnesium,  zinc, 
ethylene,  ethylene  glycol,  liquefied  petroleum 
gases,  ammonia,  urea,  plastics,  synthetic  rub¬ 
ber,  or  pulp. 

The  following  table  presents  the  costs  of 
complying  with  the  pretreatment  standards. 


Estimated  pretreat metit  costs  ^ 


Subcategory 

Total 

invest¬ 

ment* 

^otal 

annual 

costs** 

Percent  o( 
selling 
iwlce* 

Seeondary  slu- 
minnin . . 

87* 

353 

0.00-0.71 

Secondary  copper.. 

1,061 

507 

.03-1.3 

Total . . 

1,939 

860 

a  00-1. 3 

*  Represents  the  additional  investment  and  annual 
costs  required  to  meet  the  pretreatment  standards  for 
dischargers  to  publicly  owned  treatment  works. 

*  All  eosts  are  in  4th  quarter  1975  dollars. 

*  Total  annual  costs  are  equal  to  operation  and  mainte¬ 
nance  costs  plus  a  capital  cost  based  on  a  10-yr  deprecia¬ 
tion  and  a  10-pct  interest  rate. 

*  Represents  the  annual  costs  per  unit  of  productton 
M  a  percent  of  selling  price  (or  each  of  the  plants  in  the 
subcategory. 

SotmcK.— “Supplemental  for  Pretreatment  to  the 
Development  Document  for  the  Secondary  Aluminum 
Segment  of  the  Nonferrous  Metals  Manufacturing 
Point  Source  Category,”  “Supplemental  tor  Pretreat¬ 
ment  to  the  Development  Document  tor  the  Secondary 
Copper  Seginent  of  the  Nonferrous  Metals  Manu- 
focturing  Point  Source  Category”  and  “Economic 
Impact  Analysis  of  Proposed  Pretreatment  Standards 
for  the  Nonferrous  Metaw  Processing  Industry,  Second 
ary  Aluminum  and  Copper.” 

As  can  be  seen  above,  total  national  an¬ 
nualized  ooets  of  compliance  for  both  of  the 
pretreatment  standards  are  well  below  $100 
million  per  year.  In  addition,  the  increase  in 
cost  of  production  is  less  than  5  percent  of 
the  selling  price.  Energy  consumption  will  be 
Increased  by  a  nominal  amount.  Finally,  the 
projected  Increase  in  demand  or  decrease  In 
supply  for  any  of  the  above  materials  is 
nominal.  Thus  an  inflationary  impact  state¬ 
ment  is  not  necessary. 

The  Agency  has  considered  the  economic 
impact  of  the  internal  and  external  ooets 
of  the  eflluent  limitations  guidelines.  Internal 
costs  (see  table  above)  are  defined  as  invest¬ 
ment  and  annual  cost,  where  annual  cost  is 
composed  of  operating  costs,  maintenance 
costs,  the  cost  of  capital  and  depreciation. 
Ebctemal  cost  deals  with  the  assessment  of 
the  economic  impact  of  the  internal  costs  In 
terms  of  price  increases,  production  curtail¬ 
ments,  plant  clostues,  resultant  unemploy, 
ment,  commxmity  and  regional  impacts.  In¬ 
ternational  trade,  and  Industry  growth. 


The  Impact  of  these  regulations  is  expected 
to  be  small  for  the  secondary  aluminum  in¬ 
dustry.  No  price  increase  is  projected  as  the 
regulation  impacts  such  a  small  pc^tlon  of 
the  total  aluminum  market.  No  productkm 
curtailment  or  plant  closures  are  projected 
for  the  secondary  aluminum  subcategory 
aince  the  imposition  of  the  pretreatment 
standards  has  a  negligible  effect  on  the  prof¬ 
itability  of  the  secondary  aluminum  plants. 
Based  on  this  analysis  the  effects  on  em¬ 
ployment,  industry  growth  and  international 
trade  are  expected  to  be  minimal. 

The  Impact  of  these  regulations  is  expected 
to  be  small  for  the  secondary  copper  ind\is- 
try.  No  price  Increase  is  projected  as  the 
regulation  impacts  such  a  small  portion  of 
the  total  copper  market.  One  plant  is  listed 
as  a  potential  plant  closure  based  on  the 
economic  evaluation  of  the  effects  of  the 
regulations  on  the  profitability  of  all  the 
plants.  Based  on  this  analysis  the  effects  on 
employment,  industry  growth  and  interna¬ 
tional  trade  are  expected  to  be  minimal. 

Appendix  B — Summaet  op  Public 
Pabticipation 

Prior  to  this  publication,  copies  of  the 
draft  documents  were  sent  to  industry  trade 
groups,  environmental  interest  groups.  Fed¬ 
eral  agencies,  state,  local,  and  tentorial  pol¬ 
lution  control  agencies,  and  ESQWIAC  (the 
Effluent  Standards  and  Water  Quality  In¬ 
formation  Advl^ry  Committee  established 
under  Section  515  of  the  Act).  In  addition, 
copies  were  sent  to  each  secondary  copper  or 
secondary  aluminum  producer  discharging  to 
a  POTW.  Each  of  these  parties  was  given  an 
opportunity  to  participate  in  the  develt^- 
ment  of  pretreatment  standards  by  submit¬ 
ting  written  comments.  In  addition,  a  pub¬ 
lic  meeting  was  held  on  September  22,  1976 
at  EPA  headquarters  in  Washington,  D.C.  at 
which  Interested  parties  were  invited  to  ex¬ 
press  their  views  publicly.  Public  comments 
were  also  solicited  when  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  these  segments  were  proposed  in 
the  Federal  Registeb  on  April  8.  1974  and 
February  27, 1975. 

The  following  req>onded  with  comments: 
ESQWIAC;  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce; 
State  of  Ohio  Environmental  Protection 
Agency;  Aluminum  Recycling  Association; 
Vulcan  Materials  Company;  Aluminum  Com¬ 
pany  of  America;  Reynolds  Metals  Company; 
Kaiser  Aluminum  and  Chemical  Corpora¬ 
tion;  and  Olin  Brass  Company. 

The  primary  Issues  raised  by  commenters 
during  the  development  of  the  pretreatment 
regulations  for  the  nonferrous  metals  indus¬ 
try  are  as  follows ; 

1.  Many  commenters  requested  that  alu¬ 
minum  be  deleted  as  a  pollutant  parameter 
for  secondary  aluminum,  citing  lack  of  tox¬ 
icity  and  its  use  as  a  coagulant  in  POTW 
as  rationale. 

Upon  further  examination  and  reflection, 
it  is  the  opinion  of  the  Agency  that  alumi¬ 
num  should  not  be  limited.  However,  estab¬ 
lishing  a  pH  range  will  effectively  limit  this 
parameter  in  the  dissolved  form. 

2.  It  was  also  requested  that  anunonia  he 
deleted  as  a  parameter  for  secondary  alumi¬ 
num.  One  commenter  stated  that  it  should 
be  limited  only  for  those  smelters  which 
discharge  to  POTW  with  nitrification-denitri¬ 
fication  facilities,  while  another  stated  that 
ammonia  concentrations  within  the  required 
pH  limits  should  be  totally  compatible  with 
the  treatment  capabilities  of  any  POTW. 

Discussion  during  the  public  meeting  in¬ 
dicated  -that  ammonia  may  be  significantly 
present  in  the  discharge  from  the  sole  alumi¬ 
num  plant  presently  discharging  residue 
milling  water  up  to  10  percent  of  the  time, 
whereas  the  data  which  was  gathered  in  es¬ 
tablishing  effluent  limitations  for  direct  dis¬ 
chargers  indicated  that  this  plant  was  well 
within  limits.  Based  on  this  new  Information, 


a  limitation  on  ammonia  does  appear  to  be 
needed,  and  costs  were  developed  for  a 
treatment  technology  which  would  effec¬ 
tively  remove  this  parameter.  Ammonia  can 
be  toxic  at  high  concentrations  to  the  bac¬ 
teria  in  a  biological  treatment  system.  Ex¬ 
cessive  ammonia  concentrations  will  ad¬ 
versely  affect  BOD  removal,  because  the 
ammonia  will  create  an  additional  oxygen 
demand.  Ammonia  also  creates  an  additional 
chlorine  demand.  Ammonia  is  more  prevalent 
at  pH’s  above  7.0,  as  is  the  case  In  residue 
milling  waters  and  this  form  is  more  toxic 
than  the  ammonium  form. 

3.  The  use  of  industry-wide  pretreatment 
standards  was  protested,  it  being  suggested 
that  the  pretreatment  standards  be  estab¬ 
lished  on  a  case-by-case  basis,  and  not  at 
industry-wide  levels  achievable  by  tech¬ 
nology. 

The  Act  requires  that  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  be  established  at  uniform  national 
levels,  although  individual  municipalities 
may  establish  stricter  level  than  the  na¬ 
tional  standards.  The  limits  are  set  conserva¬ 
tively  due  to  the  toxicity  of  the  regulated 
pollutants  and  to  the  tendency  of  these  pol¬ 
lutants  to  pass  through  or  Interfere  with  the 
operation  of  POTW.  They  generally  reflect  the 
application  of  available  technology  as  im¬ 
plied  in  Section  307(b)  (2)  of  the  Act.  thus 
providing  protectioq  from  .the  above  poten¬ 
tial  hazards.  Limitations  on  zinc  and  cad¬ 
mium  in  the  secondary  aluminum  Industry 
are  suggested  as  guidance  for  local  authori¬ 
ties  carrying  out  pretreatment  programs, 
rather  than  establishing  nationwide  limits. 

4.  Inclusion  of  additional  plant  data  was 
requested  since  some  commenters  believed 
that  additional  plant  visits  and  data  would 
change  the  conclusions  which  were  drawn. 

Additional  plants  were  visited  and  sam¬ 
ples  gathered.  Although  zinc  and  cadmium 
were  foimd  at  some  secondary  aluminum 
plants,  only  one  plant  had  cadmium  con¬ 
centrations  greater  than  l.o  mg/1  and  zinc 
concentrations  greater  than  12.0.  Therefore, 
no  limitations  are  placed  on  these  param¬ 
eters,  although  POTW  operators  are  cau¬ 
tioned  that  they  may  be  present  and  a  limit 
may  be  necessary  at  some  plants.  Specific 
guidance  limitations  are  suggested  for  these 
parameters.  No  significant  changes  were  nec¬ 
essary  in  the  secondary  copper  subcategory 
as  a  result  of  additional  plant  visits. 

5.  Some  commenters  believed  that  the  oil 
and  grease  limitations  were  too  low,  while 
others  stated  that  the  limitation  should  be 
applied  only  to  oil  and  grease  of  a  non¬ 
animal  or  non-vegetable  nature. 

The  level  for  oil  and  grease  has  been  re¬ 
vised.  In  that  the  30  day  average  has  been 
deleted  and  the  daily  maximum  left  at  100 
mg/1.  This  was  established  based  on  the 
maximum  level  which  a  POTW  is  capable  of 
treating  on  a  slug  basis.  However,  the  limita¬ 
tion  has  been  set  without  any  differentiation 
between  oil  of  a  mineral  origin  and  oil  of  an 
animal  or  vegetable  origin.  Ihls  is  because 
of  the  extreme  difficulty  in  analyzing  for 
the  different  types  of  oil  and  the  potential 
that  both  types  may  be  present  in  a  single 
stream. 

6.  It  was  suggested  that  phenols  be  limited 
in  the  wastewater  from  ingot  or  metal  cast¬ 
ing  operations  from  secondary  aluminum 
facilities. 

A  review  of  the  data  base  indicates  that 
phenol,  while  present  in  concentrations  up 
to  0.26  mg/I,  is  generally  present  at  consider¬ 
ably  lower  levels.  Therefore,  it  was  deter¬ 
mined  that  phenol  is  inappropriate  as  a 
pollutant  parameter  at  this  time. 

7.  The  primary  aluminum  manufacturers 
expressed  concern  as  to  whether  aluminum 
remeltlng,  casting  and  shaping  facilities  and 
fabricating  are  included  within  the  scope  of 
these  limitations. 
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On  October  16,  1976,  on  page  48348  of  the 
Federai.  Rbcxstb,  EPA  amen<le<l  the  applica¬ 
bility  of  the  seconilary  aluminum  smelting 
Eubcategwy  in  settlement  of  a  lawsuit  wttti 
Reynolds  Metals  C<Mi4>any.  It  reads:  "The 
provisions  of  this  subpart  are  applicable  to 
discharges  of  fume-scrubbing  wastewaters 
where  aluminum  flu(»id4  or  chlorine  is  \ised 
in  the  magneshim  removal  process  and  to  wet 
residue  milling  and  remelting  of  aliuninum 
scrap  to  produce  metallic  aluminum  alloys." 
Shi4>ing  and  fabricating  operations  are  not 
included  within  this  scope. 

8.  Another  commenter  suggested  that  the 
30  day  pretreatment  standards  for  copper 
and  cadmium  in  the  secondary  cc^per  sub- 
category  should  be  relaxed,  asserting  that 
the  draft  pretreatment  standards  reflected 
the  best  operation  of  pH  adjustment  and 
settling  technology  and  concluding  that  no 
treatment  system  can  reasonably  be  expected 
to  average  its  c^timiun  performance. 

Additional  data  on  the  performance  of 
pH  adjxistment  and  settling  operations  was 
coUeeted  and  evaluated  and  other  pertinent 
information  was  reviewed.  On  the  basis  of 
this  infcHination,  it  was  concluded  that  the 
80  day  pretreatment  standard  for  copper  was 
overly  stringent.  Available  data  indicates 
that  a  30  day  limit  of  OAO  mg/1  is  routinely 
attainable  for  copper  (rather  than  the  0.26 
mg/1  limit  cxHitained  in  the  draft  document) . 

This  review  aUb  indicated  that  the  draft 
limit  for  cadmium  was  not  stringent  enough. 
0.1  mg/l  Is  achieved  at  Plants  B  and  V.  and 
data  from  the  primary  copper  smelting  in¬ 
dustry  and  fixMn  the  electroplating  industay 
revealed  that  many  plants  routinely  achieve 
concentrations  of  0.1  mg/l  or  less  of  cadmium 
with  pH  adjustment  and  settling  treatment. 
One  well-op«rated  tiectroplating  plant  rou¬ 
tinely  achieves  0.2  mg/l  with  this  technology, 
and  this  limit'  was  selected  as  a  thirty  day 
average,  with  the  dcdly  maximum  set  at  0.4 
mg/l  to  allow  for  fluctuations.  The  standards 
promulgated  her^  reflect  these  changes. 

§  421.30  [Amended] 

1.  Section  421.80  Is  amended  by  Insert¬ 
ing  the  idirase  **and  to  the  introductloa 
of  pollutants  Into  treatment  works  udilch 
are  publicly  owned”  after  the  word  "dis¬ 
charger. 

2.  Subpart  C  Is  amended  by  adding  sec¬ 
tion  421.34  as  follows: 

§  421.34  Pretreatment  Standards  for 
Existing  Sources. 

For  the  purpose  of  establishing  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  under  Secticm  307 
(b)  of  the  Act  tor  a  source  within  the 
secondary  aluminum  smelting  subcate¬ 
gory.  the  provlsi<ms  of  40  CFR  Part  128 
shall  not  apply.  The  pretreatment  stand¬ 
ards  for  an  existing  source  within  the 
sectmdary  aluminum  smelting  subcate¬ 
gory  are  set  forth  btiow. 

(a)  No  pollutant  (or  pdilutant  prop¬ 
erty)  introduced  into  a  publicly  owned 
treatmmit  wmks  shall  Interfere  with  the 
operation  or  performance  of  the  works. 


RULES  AND  REGULATIONS 


Specifically  the  following  wastes  shall  not 
be  introduced  into  the  publicly  owned 
treatmmit  wmks: 

(1)  Pollutants  which  create  a  fire  or 
explosion  hazard  in  the  puMlc^  owned 
treatment  woiiss. 

(2)  Pollutai^  which  will  cause  corro¬ 
sive  structural  damage  to  treatmoit 
works,  but  in  no  case  pollutants  with  a 
pH  lower  than  5.0,  unless  the  wcH-ks  is  de¬ 
signed  to  acconunodate  such  pollutants. 

(3)  Solid  or  viscous  pollutants  in 
amounts  which  would  cause  obstruction 
to  the  fiow  in  sewers,  or  other  interfer¬ 
ence  with  the  proper  operation  of  the 
publicly  owned  treatment  wcHics. 

(4)  Pollutants  at  a  fiow  rate  and/or 
pollutant  discharge  rate  which  is  exces¬ 
sive  over  relatively  short  time  periods  so 
that  there  is  a  treatment  process  upset 
and  subsequent  loss  of  treatment  ef¬ 
ficiency. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  general  prohibi- 
tirnis  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section  the  following  iH^treatment 
standard  establishes  the  quality  or  quan¬ 
tity  of  pollutants  or  pollutant  properties 
controlled  by  this  section  which  may  be 
Introduced  into  a  publicly  owned  treat¬ 
ment  works  by  a  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart. 

(1)  Metal  cooling: 


Pollutant  or 
pollutant 
property 

Pretreatment  stmidard 
(milUgrams  per  liter) 

Maximum  for  Average  of  daily  values 
any  1  day  for  80  consecutive 

days  shaU  not  exceed 

Oil  and  grease.. 

100 . 

(2)  Demagging  fume  scrubbers: 

PoUntantor 

pollutant 

property 

Pretreatment  standard 
(minigiams  per  liter) 

Maximum  tor  Average  of  daily  values 
any  1  day  for  >0  eonsecutivs 

days  shall  not  exceed 

pH . 

.  Within  the  range  5  to  10. 

(3)  Residue  milling: 

Pollutant  or 
pollutant 
property 

Pretreatment  standard 
(milligrams  per  liter) 

Maximum  tor  Average  of  daily  values 
any  1  day  for  80  eonseentive 

days  shaU  not  exoeed 

Ammonia-N.. 

100  60 

§421.60 

[Amendment  ] 

3.  9  421.60  is  amended  by  Inserting  the 
l^irase  "and  to  the  Introduction  (tf-p<d- 
lutants  into  treatment  worics  which  are 


publicly  owned”  after  the  word  "dis¬ 
charges”. 

4.  Subpart  F  is  amended  by  adding 
9  421.64  as  follows: 

§  421.64  Pretreatment  standard!^  for 
existing  sources. 

For  the  piupose  of  establishing  pre¬ 
treatment  standards  under  section  307 
(b)  of  the  Act  for  a  source  within  the 
secondary  copper  subcategory,  the  pro¬ 
visions  of  40  C7FR  Part  128  shall  not  ap¬ 
ply.  The  pretreatment  standards  for  an 
existing  source  within  the  secondary 
copper  subcategory  are  set  forth  below. 

(a)  No  pollutant  (or  pollutant  prop¬ 
erty)  introduced  into  a  publicly  owned 
treatment  works  shall  interfere  with  the 
operation  or  performance  of  the  works. 
Specifically  the  following  wastes  shall 
not  be  introduced  into  the  publicly 
owned  treatment  works: 

(1)  Pollutants  which  create  a  fire  or 
explosion  hazard  in  the  publicly  ov'ned 
treatment  works. 

(2)  Pollutants  which  will  cause  corro¬ 
sive  structmal  damage  to  treatment 
works,  but  in  no  case  pollutants  with  a 
pH  lower  than  5.0,  unless  the  works  is 
designed  to  accommodate  such  pol¬ 
lutants. 

(3)  Solid  or  viscous  pollutants  in 
amounts  adilch  would  cause  obstruction 
to  the  flow  in  sewers,  or  other  interfer¬ 
ence  with  the  proper  operation  of  the 
publicly  owned  treatment  works. 

(4)  Pollutants  at  a  flow  rate  and/or 
pollutant  discharge  rate  which  is  exces¬ 
sive  over  relatively  shmii  time  periods  so 
that  there  is  a  treatment  process  upset 
and  subsequent  loss  of  treatment  e£S- 
ciency. 

(b)  In  addition  to  the  general  prohibi¬ 
tions  set  forth  in  paragraph  (a)  of  this 
section  the  following  pretreatment 
standard  establishes  the  quality  or  quan¬ 
tity  of  pollutants  or  pollutant  properties 
controlled  by  this  section  which  may  be 
Introduced  into  a  publicly  owned  treat¬ 
ment  works  by  a  source  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  this  subpart. 


Pretrwtment  standard 
Pollutant  or  (milligrams  per  liter) 

pdllutant  - 

property  Maximum  lor  Average  of  daily  values 
any  1  day  for  SO  eonseentive 
days  Shan  not  exceed 


Oil  and  grease..  100.0 . 

Copper _  L  0  8  6 

Cadmium _  .4  .3 
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